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Educational significance of presentation of the rules in classroom: 




1 Department of Child Studies, Faculty of Human Life Studies, University of Niigata Prefecture 




   The scene where the students start their activity after the teacher presents a rule is often observed in the 
classroom. However, in the everyday life except educational scene, the presentation of rule in many cases 
occurs after a breach of rule. If the practice where the appropriate rule is stated before the activity starts is 
remarkably observed in educational scene, you might see an educative performance to it. The purpose of this 
paper is to clarify an educative effect of the practice where the teacher presents the rule before the students 
start their activity. The investigation is based on actual interaction between the teacher and the students in 
classroom, which I recorded through some participant observations. 
   The third section presents a preliminary consideration in line with the purpose of this paper. Over the past 
few years, several studies on the rules of classroom have been made from a view of a qualitative research. 
These studies share understanding of the rule; the rule does not prescribe a participants’ behavior and does not 
lead it to a definite direction but is used by them in order to accountably organize their practice in their practice. 
This paper also shares this consideration about the rule. However, most of studies set interview or document 
analysis as their research method, but very few attempts have been made on interaction analysis of classroom 
about the rule through the participant observation. This paper is concerned with interaction between the teacher 
and the students who use the rule to organize their reality. 
   The fourth and fifth sections present some data and analysis for the purpose of this paper. In the video data, 
a student secretly draws a picture on his notebook while a teacher is explaining to her students about watering 
of a bulbous plant in the science class. The teacher calls his name and makes sure of his breach of rule with 
him. In the final part, the teacher asks to him, “How will you do?” and then he answers to her, “I’m sorry”. 
This interaction between the teacher and the student is collaboratively achieved by them. In addition to that, 
the interaction is based on a practice where they categorize them as “a teacher” and “a student”. They work 
hard to organize their activity by using the categories “teacher” and “student”. 
   The sixth and final section consider about the result of analysis and present an issue for the future. The 
foregoing section describes that it is important that the problem of rule in classroom is collaboratively resolved 
in the effective use of categories “teacher” and “student”. That is, the teacher and students must be able to 
treat the problem of rule in the use of categories to organize their reality of classroom. This is a practical and 
empirical issue for them. Therefore, the presentation of rule at the beginning of activity by teacher provides 
the teacher and students with an opportunity to confirm to treat the rule as the problem of teacher-student 
relationship in the activity. 
 
 : rules in the classroom, social construction of a class, education method, membership 
categorization device, interaction analysis 
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